While the context of this study is an urban teacher residency program, by examining an alternative model of supervision that more deeply embeds university faculty into field placements, this study also seeks to contribute to teacher education programs by providing a model that has the potential to improve teacher candidate learning and enhance school-university collaboration in any setting.
Literature Review
A call to reform university supervision is prevalent in teacher education research (Beck & Kosnik, 2002; Cucena et al., 2011; Fulwiler, 1996; Rogers & Keil, 2007; Slick, 1998; Valencia, Grossman, Martin & Place, 2009; Wilson, 2006;  (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Zeichner, 2010) and the overutilization of adjuncts as supervisors (Cuenca et al., 2011; Rogers & Keil, 2007) . The following sections describe some of the challenges associated with adjunct and full time faculty supervision in field placements; and discuss the importance of revising traditional supervision within the context of field intensive teacher preparation. An example of restructured field supervision that involves full time faculty is also provided, which informed the development of the FL model described in this study.
Challenges
Literature indicates that adjuncts often do not fully understand program expectations and may lack knowledge of current educational theories and practices (Beck & Kosnik, 2002; Cuenca et al., 2011; Rogers & Keil, 2007; Slick, 1998; Zeichner, 2005) . Even when supervisors possess knowledge of coursework, they tend to support their decisions and recommendations with prior teaching experiences, even if their prior experiences and feedback conflict with course expectations (Valencia et al., 2009) . Furthermore, discourse between teacher candidates and supervisors tends to lack pedagogical depth (Rogers & Keil, 2007; Valencia et al., 2009 ) because programs afford supervisors limited number of visits and therefore do not offer opportunity to develop relationships with teacher candidates (Fulwiler, 1996; Slick, 1998) . As a result, conversations tend to be superficial and focused on management as opposed to teaching and learning (Slick, 1998; Valencia et al., 2009 ). Additionally, adjunct supervisors communicate concern regarding the value of their role as it pertains to teacher candidate learning (Cucena et al., 2011; Slick 1998) , and lament the peripheral role they play (Fulwiler, 1996; Slick 1998) .
Literature advocates greater full time faculty involvement in field placements in order to bridge the pervasive theory-practice divide that hinders teacher candidate, and ultimately, student learning (Beck & Kosnik, 2002; DarlingHammond, 2010; Zeichner, 2010) . However, full time faculty tend to diminish the importance of supervision due to competing priorities pertaining to promotion and tenure, teaching load, and other college and university commitments such as mentoring, administration and committee work (Beck & Kosnik, 2002) . Indeed, within the structure of institutional rewards, tenure and tenure track faculty often perceive supervision as a low-status role (Beck & Kosnik, 2002; Cucena et al., 2011; Darling-Hammond et al., 2005; Fulwiler, 1996) .
Full Time Faculty Engagement in Field Experiences
The low status of field supervision coupled with faculty's distant involvement with teacher candidate learning in schools gives cause for concern, particularly when the field of teacher education is moving towards more field intensive preparation. Even in professional development schools, established to bridge school and university experiences, a significant disconnect often exists between field-based and on-campus learning (Gorodetsky, Barak & Hadari, 2007; Teitel, 1999) .
Specifically, cooperating teachers tend to know little about the courses their student teachers are taking (Zeichner, 2010) . Simultaneously, university faculty are typically unaware of the practices that are enacted in partnering schools (Bullough et al., 6 1997; Zeichner, 2010) . In response, research calls for the development of new, more collaborative faculty roles that increase faculty's presence in schools and responsibility for teacher candidate learning in their field placements (Beck & Kosnik, 2002; Cucena et al., 2011; Darling-Hammond et al., 2005; National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education [NCATE], 2010; Wilson, 2006; Zeichner, 2010) .
In one such example, Beck and Kosnik (2002) implemented an alternative model to traditional supervision. In the "professors in the practicum" model full time faculty teaching in an urban teacher preparation program undertook a supervisory role in order to support a more integrated set of experiences between the school and university and to strengthen school-university partnerships. Faculty supervised, but did not evaluate, teacher candidates. The program assigned university faculty to one or more schools in which to supervise teacher candidates, who were placed in groups of five or more in local schools. Faculty connected school experiences and university coursework; communicated university expectations; worked to build trust and, when needed, mediated relationships; and provided pedagogical recommendations. The study reported that the model strengthened commitment to the partnership, improved the practicum experience, and enhanced on-campus teaching. University faculty noted that the model placed high demands on time and that their academic community did not legitimize their in-school work.
Beck and Kosnik noted that these challenges may limit transferability to other institutions, but contended the benefits outweigh the limitations. As such, they 
Methodology

UTR Program
The UTR was a partnership among a university, educational management organization (EMO), and a large metropolitan midwestern public school system. The one-year program included a year-long clinical placement (residency) with carefully selected mentor teachers in culturally and linguistically diverse K-8 public schools ("training academies").
The university provided coursework leading to certification and a Master of Arts in Teaching degree. From June through August residents took university coursework for six hours each day five days a week. Residents worked with a mentor teacher in training academies Monday-Thursday and took coursework on Fridays throughout the academic year. Mentors received initial and ongoing professional development to guide their work with residents. To further support mentors and residents, each training academy had a professional development coach (PDC). The EMO hired PDCs who were also school district employees. PDCs provided ongoing coaching and feedback to mentors and residents, and coordinated professional development for mentors and residents. When residents competed the program, the school district hired them to teach in high need schools.
Faculty Liaisons
FLs augmented traditional supervision by building relationships at the school sites, connecting coursework with field experiences, and clarifying course and 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 Boundary objects refer to the creation or revision of artifacts, documents and tools made possible by the relationships and insights gained by spanning boundaries. As such, boundary objects have the potential to help bridge perspectives. To this end, FL presence in schools could influence assignments and school and university experiences; the creation and modification of documents and processes employed to support residents, mentors and professional development coaches in the schools; and the development and refinement of the FL model. In short, by designing a role spanning the school and university portion of the residency program, the program designers planned for the FL role to enhance There were six K-8 training academies hosting between two to eight residents. Three FLs were matched with one school each, working with five to eight residents. Each FL received the load equivalent of one course release for their work.
The fourth FL worked with three schools. One school had seven residents and the other two schools had a total of five residents. The fourth liaison received the load equivalent of teaching two classes. Members of the UTR leadership team designed the FL role to go beyond providing feedback, and to draw upon boundary spanning potential to simultaneously learn in and from the school setting in order to improve residents' learning in both the school and university, enhance university instruction, and refine the UTR program. By placing FLs at single sites in multiple classrooms, we anticipated that they would be more likely to build contextual knowledge and relationships that would enhance resident learning and the school-university partnership.
FLs spent, on average, a half-day a week or two full days per month in the training academies. During this time, FLs checked in with PDCs to obtain updates on 
Data Collection and Analysis
Participants included four PDCs, four FLs, 17 mentor teachers, 19 residents from the 2011-12 academic year, and 12 residents from the 2010-11 academic year to provide a perspective on traditional supervision. Two of the faculty liaisons were participant-researchers in this study. All PDCs and 12 mentors previously worked with supervisors. All PDCs, FLs and current residents volunteered to participate. Open-response questionnaires were administered to current residents (after final evaluations), mentors, and former residents. An electronic format was used to maintain anonymity. In the spring, a link to the questionnaire was emailed to each participant. Questionnaires for current and former residents, and mentors are in Appendices B-D.
We conducted structured individual interviews (Seidman, 1998) with each FL (see Appendix E for interview protocol) and PDC (see Appendix F for interview protocol) in the spring after FLs worked in schools for seven to eight months. FL interviews averaged 45 minutes and PDC interviews ranged from 25 to 40 minutes.
The two FL researchers did not interview the PDC with whom they worked, but did interview each other following the structured interview protocol. Interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim. To increase credibility (Glesne, 2005) we sent Data analysis occurred through content and comparative analysis (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) . We framed the data analysis with the study purpose: how the role was perceived by the various participants, how the role was enacted, benefits and limitation of the FL role, how the FL and supervisor role compared in regards to resident learning, and what/if any impact the FL role had on the school-university partnership. Each researcher independently reviewed all data, constructing independent open codes by comparing incidents and concepts and naming similar phenomenon with the same term (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) . We then met to review, discuss and modify initial open codes by referring back to the transcripts, questionnaires and research questions in order to reach consensus on the term applied to the phenomenon. To this end, open codes such as "time", "trust", "commitment", "joint commitment", "investment", "distributed responsibilities", "clarification", "connection", "rigor", and "relationships" were established (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) . Through ongoing comparative analysis looking for conceptual and experiential similarities and differences represented in the data, we grouped codes into larger concepts from which the following interpretive themes were derived (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Miles & Huberman, 1994) To increase trustworthiness, we conducted member checks with a colleague and participants who had experience with the area being explored (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) . We shared our analyses and interpretations with the Urban Teacher
Residency director who attended FL meetings and closely observed the model. We also tested our analyses and interpretations with FLs who were not research participants and each PDC (PDCs worked most closely with FLs during the current year and supervisors in prior years). PDCs express concerns for mentors' time and not all mentors had experience with both FLs and supervisors, for those reasons member checks with mentors did not occur. To this end, findings were outlined and emailed with requests for feedback, and an offer was made to send the full manuscript.
Results
"A Triangle of Support": Rigor, Relationships & Investment
Residents spent four days a week in training academies during the academic year. Program expectations for residents included implementing differentiated, rigorous student-centered learning; using formative data to inform instruction; and building collaborative classroom communities. Training academies were in high need settings and residents were going to continue to teach in high need settings as teachers of record. To help them develop their practice, residents received daily coaching and feedback from mentor teachers. Additionally, PDCs provided coaching and feedback at a minimum of once a week. Traditional supervision and the FL role were both intended to provide feedback to help support residents' development. Data from open-ended questionnaires indicate eight of the 12 former residents stated that they did not value or typically implement supervisors' feedback for reasons pertaining to relationships, program knowledge, and rigor. To begin, four residents described superficial relationships with supervisors in which "trust" and "rapport" were absent. These former residents made statements reflecting the following former resident's opinion, "My supervisor did not really know me…Thus, whatever feedback she offered seemed uninformed or superficial."
Seven former residents maintained that supervisors were "disconnected from the UTR program." They repeatedly made statements such as "My supervisor didn't really grasp the UTR program and expectations" and "My supervisor had limited knowledge of my university coursework, and limited knowledge of the community in which I was teaching." As a result, they responded that feedback did not "align with my goals" or reflect course and program expectations. Eight former residents described supervision as "redundant" and a "waste of time" because feedback was not as robust as what mentors and PDCs provided. Three former residents wrote that they enjoyed talking with their supervisors but that feedback was more emotionally supportive than informative to development. Three noted that supervisors contributed to their professional growth through feedback and discussions based on content and pedagogy.
When PDCs described prior experiences with supervisors in individual interviews, each PDC described frustration with the way supervision was and gave feedback conflicting with the mentor's stance. One resident also responded that the FL did not contribute to his/her development. Questionnaires included no identifying data, and it is uncertain if the resident and mentor indicating a lack of contribution were paired or not.
Data from FLs' interviews revealed that the dual role of professor and liaison provided more depth and breadth of knowledge from which they could draw to provide more substantive feedback than they could as supervisors. As FL's worked with residents on campus an in their training academies, they explained they were able to build more sustained relationships with residents, get to know residents' needs and goals, and draw from field and campus observations to inform their feedback in order to increase residents' instructional rigor. Furthermore, because FL's were well aware that residents received extensive feedback and support from mentors and PDC's, FL's said that they sought to ensure that feedback augmented what residents' received from mentors and PDC. FLs also stated that they sought to understand professional development priorities and mentors' strengths and goals, and incorporate their course knowledge and context expertise.
"A Bridge between the University and Classroom": Clarifying and Connecting Learning Experiences
Mentors' open-response surveys and PDCs' interview data described their confusion in past years about course and program expectations, and referred to their limited capacity to support the university experience at the training Each FL noted that observing residents' successes and challenges provided insights they were able to draw upon to revise assignments and class discussions.
One FL elaborated:
We discussed group work in class. From my observations, I knew that many did not implement group work correctly…I brought in resources for Each PDC independently used the term "collaborative" with respect to the FL role and made comments such as, "We collaborate…that never happened before" and "It's a partnership and not just, 'I'm here to do this one thing and then I got to 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 Two of the FLs who were tenure track faculty began to explore collaborative research projects with mentors or PDCs. These FLs said that they were concerned that time in the field as FLs would detract from research opportunities, but found that as relationships were established, interest and opportunity appeared to open.
FLs explained the role was more comprehensive, but more meaningful than traditional supervision. As one FL summarized, "the FL role is an expanded role from supervision. It's not just supporting residents, but it's also supporting an entire site, which would really reflect supporting a partnership." Each FL explained that load allocation was equitable and being placed at one school to work with all residents as opposed to multiple sites allowed her to work with school constituents at greater depth. Each FL also stated that she appreciated the sense of being on a team, rather than the sense of being "disconnected" often felt in traditional supervision. Each FL explicated that she felt a greater sense of camaraderie and professional collaboration that made her want to engage more comprehensively, these aspects coupled with fair load allocation were key factors in why each FL stated they would continue in the role if it were to be maintained.
Discussion
Participants in this study explained that embedding university faculty in school contexts in lieu of traditional supervision more extensively supported resident learning both in the field and in university coursework. Furthermore the FL role contributed to collaborative relationships between school and campus-based teacher educators that had previously been lacking. FLs explicated that the work was more complex, but that it was also more rewarding. The following discussion analyzes why the FL role was more conducive to learning and collaboration and provides insights to promote full time faculty engagement in field-based teacher education.
To begin, FLs worked with stakeholders in one school over the course of an academic year. This provided sustained time to understand school and classroom contexts, and develop collaborative relationships with mentors and PDCs at much greater depth than if FLs were traveling to multiple sites. Furthermore, FLs dual role, campus and field-based teacher educators, provided increased opportunities to (Beck & Kosnik, 2002; Cucena et al., 2011; Darling-Hammond et al., 2005; NCATE, 2010; Wilson, 2006; Zeichner, 2010) .
In prior supervisory experiences, survey and interview data indicate that mentors and PDCs felt that there was a lack of parity and investment in residents'
learning. As such, they perceived that they carried most of the responsibility for residents' growth. In contrast, FLs expanded residents' opportunities to learn through the interplay of multiple perspectives and the distributed expertise.
Importantly, when field and campus-based teacher educators have a shared understanding of each other's work, they can jointly work to reveal the complexities of practice and ways in which theory and practice intersect Such alignment has been shown to make a substantive difference in teacher candidate learning, but is also rare in practice (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Hammerness et al., 2005; Wang, Spalding, Odell, Klecka & Lin, 2010; Zeichner, 2010) .
Embedding university faculty in school settings does not mean that collaboration or improved learning will occur (Wang et al, 2010) . Data indicated that PDCs, mentors and residents valued FLs' perspective (content and teacher education knowledge) but also wanted them to build trust, collaborate, and be supportive. Such findings reflect social learning theories (John-Steiner, 2000; Wenger, 1998), as it appeared that dispositions of trust, joint commitment, complementary expertise, and mutual engagement were necessary to foster successful learning conditions. To this end, it is important to note that the FL role entails both affective and intellectual dimensions.
Furthermore, engaged faculty roles can help overcome the lack of connection and the fragmentation typically experienced in teacher education programs (Wang et al., 2010; Zeichner, 2010) . Mentors, PDCs, current residents, and FLs unanimously stated that the FL role should be maintained. FLs stated that they felt that the FL provided the time, space and context to more holistically and comprehensively support resident learning both in the field and on-campus. FLs also stated that they felt that connecting with all stakeholders at one school enabled them have a more dynamic and engaged role in the field than they previously experienced as Specifically, faculty indicated that the model was time consuming, that they were not adequately compensated for their work, and that the university did not value their investment in field-based learning. As Beck and Kosnik (2002) noted, the negative impact reduces the likelihood of sustainability and reliability. In this manner, Beck and Kosnik's (2002) findings reflect the pervasive academic cultures that devalue full time faculty's work in school settings as teacher educators (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Goodlad, 1990; Zeichner, 2010) .
In the FL model presented in this study, the college of education counted FL work as teaching load with one school (five to eight residents) equating to teaching one university class. FLs did indicate that the work required a great deal of involvement and investment, but that they felt personally rewarded and fairly compensated. Indeed, each FL planned to continue in the role if it was maintained.
Researchers have stated that that full time faculty need to be rewarded through teaching load reductions or service credit for their engagement in field-based portions of teacher education, and without adequate compensation the status quo of faculty disinvestment will be maintained Goodlad, 1990; Slick, 1998; Zeichner, 2010) . Currently, there is a press for field experiences to be the central focus of teacher education (Ball & Forzani, 2010; Darling-Hammond, 2010; Lampert, 2010; NACATE, 2010) . In this shifting context, colleges and universities should no longer maintain the status quo in which supervision is considered low status and full time faculty refrain from school-based teacher education. To maximize teacher candidate learning in field placements, it is imperative to rethink how full time faculty's roles and relationships in school-based teacher education are constructed (DarlingHammond, 2010; Goodlad, 2004; NCATE; 2010; Zeicher, 2010) , and to ensure sustainability. While Rogers and Keil (2007) lament that little has changed in the nature of supervision in the last 35 years, this study presents a sustainable model for improving teacher candidate learning and school-university collaboration. If teacher education is to respond to calls for robust field intensive teacher education, bridging the traditional school-university divide through sustainable models is not only imperative but also requires the development of and inquiry into such models.
Not doing so will perpetuate what Valencia and colleagues note as "lost opportunities for learning (2009, p. 318 
